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EVALUATION OF ESEA TITLE I PROGRAMS
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 1967-68

Summary

I. Objectives

The purpose of the research was to continue the evaluation of special pro-
gr: 3 In the Distr!c* o. Columbla schonois funded under Title I of the Elem2ntary
and Secondatry Education Act of 1965, Public Law 89-10,

The primary objective was to obtain estimates of changes In student per-
formance and behavior that could be related to each of the varlous programs,
Answers were sought to the following questions: Do students perform better in
schanl because of the expenditure of Ti{tle I funds? What programs appear to be
the most effective In teriis of measurabile puplil galns? What programs and serv-
ices obtain the most student galn per dollar of Titlc I funds? Do Title I
programs prevent dropout?

IT. Description of the Target Population

There were 97 public and private schools, both elementary and secondary, in
the target area, with a total enrollment of approximately 70,000 students ranging
from kindergarten through the twelfth grade. These schools were selected con the
basis of the need of ‘he children in them, as determined from a combination of
the medlan schnal scores for the 4th end 6th grades on two standardized tests of
reading, and median incoms and years of schooling of the aduit population In the
census tract In which the school was located., Approximately 25,000 students in
thes2 target schools were designated by thelr school principal as potent'a) drop-
outs in need of spectal attention, Eighteen of the schools, with approximately
15,000 new students, were added to the target ares at the teginning of the 1967-
1968 school year,

111. Procedure

Teacher evaluations of student performance and attitude were obtained in
May 1947 and again in May 1968 for students in the target schools, ison uite
responses to these questionnalres, two sets of composites, obtained ty combining
similar items {rom the ques®lonnalres, were computed for students: who were In
the various Title I programs. These composites at the beglinning end erd of the
school year were taken as evidence of changes In the students in the programs,
The changes in the students in each progren were compared with each other, and
were also compared with simllar changes occurring In boys and girls in varlous
grade groups,

In addition to chianges in classroon performance, test scorei were used to
compare the performance of Title I schools with non-Title I schools. Informae-
tion was also obtained from teachers about the number of absences during the
two previous school years and average absences calculated for the students in
each program, Information was also available as to the cost per pupll of the

'g)'vidual programs,
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Inforpation ahbout the students identified as potential dropouts was
obtatned from questionnalres filled out by the Pupil Personnel Services Teams,

Non-statistical informatlon concerning the operation of each program was
obtained through Interviews with the program administiitors end teachers,
through observaticn of the program by the evaluation staff, and from the
Assoclate Superintendent for Planning, Innovatlon, and Research of the D.C.
Public Schocls and his staff.

IV. Evaluatlon of Specific Programs

The primary basls for the evaluations of the programs was the consideraticn
of the changes in the students in them as measured by the Classroom Ferformance
Composite and the School Adjustuwent Cowposite. Secondary consideration vas
given to such thirgs as cost per pupil relative to other similar programs, the
level of absen:es of the students In the programs, the kinds of students served,
end the extent to which the objectlves of the programs appeared to coincide
with the guidelines for Title I programs. Comparisons were made of the gains
or losses as reflected in the composite scores with various groups of girls
and boys at varlous greade levels.

Priority ratings were assignaed to the programs, both for the regular
school year as well as for the summer of 1967, and are shown In the table
which follows, Priority 1 programs are those which appear to be the most
ef “2ctive In that ~hey tend to improve the classroom performance and th schoul
adjustment of the students In them, They also appear to reduce absences and
to deal with the part of the target school population most likely to drop out
of school, In these programs the cost per pupil compares favorably with other
programs, The programs listcd as Priority 1-B are considered slightly less
effective then those In group 1-A, Priority 2 programs appear to have wmerit,
but do not fulfill all of the requirements for effectlve programs. Priority 3
programs usually have undesirable characterlstics.

V. Concluslons

A, It vas found to be possible to devise and use a statistical model
scnsitive enougn to detect small changes In evaluated pupil performance
assocliated with individual Title I programs of less than a year's duration.

B, Many Title I programs were foutd to be associated with galns In
classroom performance, school adjustment, and decreases in absences on the
part of the students In them,

C. Tho follovwing types of programs were assoclated with the greatest

positive change: pre-kindergarten, enriched primary and secondary summer
school, Pupll Personnel Services Teams, reoading incentlive semlnars, special

iv



PRIORITIES* ASSIGNED TO TITLE I PROGRAMS
SUMMER 1967 AND SCHOOL YEAR 1967-68

SUMMER 1967 Previous SCHOOL_YEAR 1967-68
——— Report¥*
PRIORITY 1-A: PRIQRITY 1-A:
410 Soclal Adjustment 1-A 241 Preschool Children-Parent Orlein .clon
420 Webster Girls!' School 1-A 249 Saturday Music Program
430 STAY Program 1-A 261 Webster Girls® School
440 Joint Public and 262 STAY Program
Parochlal--15-12 2 264 Reading Incentive Seminars
480 Pupll Personnel Services 281 Urban Service Corps
Teams 1-A 283 Pupil Personnel Services Teams
500 Primary Summer School 1-A 285 Widening Horlzons, NSD
560 Special Orlentaticn for
6th Graders 3 P1.(ORITY 1-B:

244 Expansion of Language Arts
PRIOx.TY 1-B: 324 Speclal Aldes, "hodel% Model
325 Teacher Aides & Assistants, MSD

450 JHS College Prep--Gonzaga 2 - 326 Communlty School, MSD

540 Secondary Schocl Enrlchment 1-B 328 Cardozo Data Processing, MSD
350 Morning Physical Fitness 2 329 English in Every Classroom, MSD
370 Summer Camplng 1-A

580 Instrumental Music 1-A PRIORITY 2:

600 Vocatlonal Orientatlon 1-B

246 Food Services
247 Breakfast Program

PRIORITY 2: 284 Future for Jimmy
286 Reading and Speech-Hearing Clinics
460 Summer Scholarships 2 321 Instructional Staff, MNSD
530 Georgetown College 322 Staff Development, MSD
Orientation 3 323 "Model" Model School Staff
PRIORITY 3: ERIORITY 3:
265 Living Stage
470 Summer QOccupational 282 Audlovisual Program
Orientation 1-B 327 Cultural Enrichment, MSD
320 Theater Workshops 2 '
610 MSD JHS and Teacher Should be financed from funds for the
Training Institute 1-A education of handicapped children:

243 Emotlonally Dlsturbed Children

*Priorlty 1-A: Highest in improving both classroom performance In school adjust-
ment, reducling absences, treating proper population, and favorable cost par pupil;
Priority 1-B: Not qulte so outstanding but meet all the requirements of 1-A}
Priority 2¢ Have merit but do not fulflll all the requirements;

Priorlty 3: Have undesirable characteristics.

**Datley, J.Tsy and Neyman, Jr., C.A. %Evaluatlon of ESEA Title I Programs for
the District of Columbia, Summer 1967", Final report on Contract NS-6837 to the
District of Columbla Government, Washington, D.C.t The George Washington Uni-
versity, fducation Research Project, March 1968, page 67,
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summ~r classes for soclal adjustment or orientation, summer camping, and
speclal high schools which directly rehabilitate potential dropouts, llke
STAY and Webster Girls' School.

D, There was (ittle correlatlon between estimated prograu effectiv...:ss
and cost on a per-pupil basls. There was also a wlide diversity between the
types of students In the varlious programs, not only by sex and grade, but also
the evaluations of thelr classroom teachers as to the classroom performance
and the school adjustment of the students i{n them.

E. Three principal factors assoclated with the Student Evaluation Form
cmerged from the factor analyses of the data:; School Adjustment, Classroom
Performance, and Aggressive Leadership,

F. While intercorrelations between the corresponding items on the pre-
and post-test evaluations tended to be rather low (below 0.40), the stabllity
of the composites as fudged by the consistent recurrence of the items in them
vas much greater, and are thercfore more approprlate for mecasuring the effects
of Title T programs than any single item would be,

G. Five factors emerged from the fartor analyses of the Pupil Personnel
Services Teams Evaluation Forms for the various groups of children in their
caseload:! Home Environment, Social Adjustment, Problems and Motive :lon, Out-
of-School Problems, and Aggressive Behavlior, not necessarily in that order of
strengthe.
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FOREWORD

The proposal upon which thia contract was based wvas originally
submitted to the District of Columbia Public Schools, FKHowever, in
order to release District of Columbla Title I funds during the summer
of 1967 to supply summer jobs to the youth in the Dilstrict, agreement
was made to conduct the evaluation study through the United States
Office of Education,

The work under the contract has been conducted as though the
District of Columbia Public Schools vas actually the contracting
party, rather than the Office of Education, as many parts of the
evaluation depended upon the Intimate cooperation of The George
Washington University evaluation staff and the D.C. Public Schools.

To thls contract was added an additional task of investigating
the usefulness of data from big cities across the country, such as
standardized test information by schools and ceirtain socloeconomic
information about the schools, in order to propose procedures for
making comparisons not only within the citles themselves but also
between similar groups of schools in various cities. The results of
this effort are reported separately.

O
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PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH

The purpose of the research was to continue the evaluation of
speclal programs ir the District of Columbia schools funded under
Title 1 of the Elementary aud Secondary Education Act of 1965,
Public Law 89-10.

The prirary objective of the evaluation was to obtaln estimat:n
of changes In student performance and behavior that could be related
to each of the varlious programs, Answers were sought to the follow-
ing questlons:

«++Do students perform better in school because of the expend-
iture of Title I funds?

++.What programs appear to be the most effective in terms of
measurable pupil gains?

««.Mhat programs and services obtaln the most student galn per
dollar of Title I funds?

«esDo Title I programs prevent dropout?

. 15
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Chapter 1

BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 1Is a
program to provide flnanclal atd to schools In low-income areas to make
possible many services over and above those the schools normally supply --
services which attempt to compensate for the effects of poverty In a special
effort to provide compensatory educatlon to lnner-city children,

Thls report is primarily an evaluation of the Title I programs in the
schools of the DPistrict of Columbia during the regular school year of
1967-68. It continues and buflcds upon previous evaluatlve techniques as
described in the first report of this serles.*™

Also Included In this report 1s the statistical evaluation of the
Title I programs conducted during the summzr of 1967, Evaluations of
these summer programs have been previously reported** based upon non-
statistical procedures, but the statlstlcal evaluation was delayed so that
the Student Evaluation Forms administered in June 1968 could be vsed as
the post«test to determlne whether students who had participated in the

sumpier programs showed any measurable change as a resuii of the summer
pProgras,

It is extremely difficult to measure the short-term effects of Titic¢ I
programs by traditlional methods of measurement, many of which have been
found to bn invalld for testing children from disadvantaged cultural back-
grounds. Another complication arises from the fact that {nner-.city families
are usually hlghly moblile, making 1t difflcult to keep children in one
prograa long enough for change to take place. Turnover rates above 507
are not uncommon. The usual control groups cr control samples are not
avallable as Title I ostensibly covers all of the poverty areas. In audl-
tion, there were a multitude of programs, both officlal and unofficial,
going on all the time in Inner-clty schools. These Included such things
as the special prozrams of the Model School Livislon &s well as tutoring
and other special projects by many private organizatlons, the D.C. Recrea-
tion Department, etcs It was impossible as well as Impracticable to account

* “Evaluatlon of ESEA Title I Programs for the Distiict of Columbla, 1966

and 1967»

** NPEvaluation of ESEA Title I Programs for the Dlstrict of Columbla, Summer
1967"
O 1-1
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for all the influences affecting any one child or groups of chilcren in the
target area,

Because of these consliderstions, a statistical model was developed
whereby the probable performance of a student in any given program can be
predicted ~- if the student performs better than predicted, then the progrem
is apparently accomplishing favorable results.

The information collected and evaluated in this report shows certain
trends which have enabled recommendations to be made with regard to spe~ific
progrems (particularly when censidered in connection with the recnmacnuations
of previous reports). These recommendations, considered together with
various administrative factors, have been usad by the administrative person-
nel of the DsC. Schools in reaching decisions with regard to contlinuing,
strengthening, revising, or discontinuing individual Title I programs.

It was the decision of the administration that many of the programs
would be continued during 1967-68. Ninety-five schools serving areas of
highest concentrations of low-income famllics wera selected to receive
Title I funds for special programs involving about 66,000 students. This
was an increase over the previous year of approximately 16,000 students in
18 additional schools (13 elementary, & junior high schools, 1 senior high
school).

Data Bank

In carrylng out the previous evaluations a considerable amount of
information has been accuttulated about students in the District of Columbla,
particularly those in Title I schools and Title I programs. As described
in considcrably more detail in previous Title I reports, information has
been gathered using the followlng fnstruments and tests!

Student Evaluation Form - May 1966
Student Evaluatlion Form - Summar 1966
Student Evaluation Form - May 1967
Student Evaluation Form - Summer 1967
Pupil Personnel Services Evaluation Form - 1965-66
Pupil Personnel Services Evaluation Form - 1966-67
Model School Division Program Particlpation List - March 1967
Principal's Questionnaire - 1966-67
Teacher Questionnaire - 1966-67
Teacher Alde Questionnaires - 1966-67
Principal
Teacher
Teacher Alde
Student Questionnaire - 1966-67
Student Interview Foxrm - 1966-67
Themes - 1966-67

RIC 20
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Baseline Testing Information - 196¢-67
Project Talent Test
Technical and Scholastic Test
Language Faclility Test
Metropoiitan Achievement Test (MAT)
Sequentlal Tests of Educational Progress (STEP)
Stanford Achlevement Test (SAT)

A master directory has been developed {"Title I Short Mas:or File")
containing the identification number, name, sex, date of birth, school,
grade, and identification status for all students who have been in Title I
schools or projects, This directory contalns approximately 90,000 records
and will de used In future data processing to ascertain whether er not
information for any particular student is in the data bank, This file
contains records for many students who are not in Title I schools but who
have been in Title I programs, as many of the summer programs were
open to students from non-Title I schools. Other non-Title I children have
been Involved in Title I baseline tisting programs, This is a tremendous
body of valuable background data that can be used for future research on
the growth and development of these children, both in and out of Title I
schools,

In addition to the Title I Short Master File there is a Title i Long
Master File cuntaining the major part of the information used in the statis-
tical analysls of the 1966 and 1967 Title I programs. Other information is
not on tape but is avalisble on the data-gathering instruments or has been
punched on cards for use as needed,

Results of Previous Evaluation

The previous reports made recommendations as to the relative prierity
of the 22 summer and 24 regular school year programs funded vholly or in
part by Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965,
This was done after considering both the statistical and non-statistlcal
aspects of each program. The princlpal statlstlcal evidence of the effect
of Title I programs was based upon the change In teachers' evaluations of
the performance or attitude of the students in their classes who had been
In these programs, As the teachers who made the evaluations were usually
not the ones who conducted the programs, the evaluation should be relatively
free from this kind of blas, This method of evaluation has proved to be
effective,

In general, it was found that the evaluations by teachers showed that,
overall, students had changed in a negative direction between May 1966 and
May 1967. HRowever, there were a number of T{tle I programs in which the
students had reversed the trend, or changed 1n the positive directlion In
teacher evaluations, Other programs had reduced the negative efforts of the
general trends These results are reported in greater detall in previous
reports, :

Q _ :3].
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This report continues the evaluation of Title 1 progzrams using teachers®
observations of c¢lassroom performance as the evidence of change. The eval-
uations used as a post~test in 1967 are used as the pru-test In this report,

Summer 1967 Programs

The programs conducted during the summer of 1967 are described in
detall in the report entitled "Evaluation of ESEA Title I Programs for the
District of Columtia, Summer 1967', However, because of the fact that it
was desired to use the teacher evaluations for June 1967 as the pre-tost
and the evaluatlon of June 1968 as the post-test, it was not poseible to
include in that report anything more than the non-statistical evaluation of
thesc programs. The non-statistical aspects included dlscussion of the
summer programs with administrative personnel, gite visits to the program
activities, and information about the programs and their operaticn from
administrators, teachers, and students, obtained from interviews, question-
naires, and other sources, ’ :

Recommendatiors with regard to continuation nr modification of the
sutmer Title I programs are included as part of the present report,

26
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Chapter 2

PROCEDURE

Evaluation Syctem

Asses.ing the short-term effects of a single Title I program is very
difficult inceed, because so many out~of-school as well as in-school influ-
ences affect each student. To do so successfully requires longitudinal
follow-up studles with large numbers of cases and with statistical control
of the r-ny interactions among the factors involved in the performance of
the students., It was necessary to be able to measure as accurately as
porsible how each kind of treatment affected student performanc.. A sta-
tistical model was designed through which this relationship could be shown.
The rationale for the development and use of the statistical model is
described in Chapter 2 of the previous report in thls series, "Evaluation
of NSTA Title I Programs for the District of Columbia, 1967 and 1968."

From the s :atistival equacion i* was possible to predict tlie most prriuble
performance of students in any given program. If the program had no effect,
then students would behave as predicted; if a new program tended to cauvse
favorable changes, then the students in it would perform better than
predicted,

The evaluative system developed depends upon the ability to retain data
in a data bank in such a manner that they are available for the analysis of
programs and other aspects of school performance whenever desired. This
required t'.e development of a system for the ldentification of students in
ths various Title I schools and programs as well as in the baseline samples.
This data bank now cove-s approximately 90,000 students and extends over
the last three years.,

fhe basic ingredients of the system are the systematic evaluations of
students' achievement, behavior, and attitudes by their classroom teachers
R an ennual bacls, combined with various measures of student performance as
provided by routine testing supplemented by special tests in the Title I
areas. Teachers have rated their students on a large number of the aspects
of their achievement, behavior, and attitudes, such as school performance and
motivatlon, emotional maturity, cooperativeness, aggressiveness, leadership,
effect of home environment on school performance, et¢. The evaluative system
also depends upon information about the membership of students in the various
Title I schools and programs. These data were availlable from rosters and
other sources, and were placed in the data bank by means of each student's

o 2.1
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{dentification number. Thls number facilitates the process of inserting
data Into and abstracting Information from the data bank, Much of the
Zata collected were non-statisticaly however, the Intexpretation of tb~
statistics depends upon the non-statistical information.

Non-Statistical Informetlon

An extensive amount of non-statistical descriptive information has
been collected by the avaluatlon staff. This Involved visits to the
programs to observe them in operation, as well as conferences with program
administrators, program directors, principals, and teachers, and occasion-
ally with students in the programs, In addition, numerous conferences
vwere held with the Associste Stperintendent for Planning, Innovation,
and Research, hls assistant, and their starf, to dlscuss various aspects
of %he administratjon of the programs, the policies concerned therewith,
data collection and evaluation, and other aspects of the many Title I
programs., Members of the evaluatior staff also attended Title 1 advisory
meetings to discuss research plans, procedures, and findings.

Other sources of non-statlstical information available to the evalu-
ation staff were data-gathering Instruments which had write-in questions
that had not heen coded., Such things as student comments, teacher comments,
and other write-in answers assisted in gaining insight into the operation
of the programs.

Alsu avallable were !nterim and final reports of various Title I
programs submitted to their respective program coordlnators.

Statlntical Information
1. Student Evaluation Form (SEF)

This form is by far the most important of the data-gathering
instruments in the evaluation of Title I programs, as it 1s the one filled
out by the largest number of persons In the D.C. School System. It consists
egsentially of 18 questions which iiave remalned the same since the form
was first put Into use. Following these 18 que¢stions, other kinds of
information have been asked on various editlons of the form, but these
have been descriptive In nature for the most part, A copy of the form s
attached in Appendix D, SEF's have been obtalned not only from the reguler
classroom teachers but also from t'e summer schooi teachers when appropriate,
The analysis based on this form will be found In Chapter 6.

2. Pupll Personnel Services Teams Evaluation Form (PPF)

This form has also been used for each year of the evaluation of
Title I programs. It is €illed out by the Pupil Personnel Team members,
both regular and c¢linlcal, to asslst In evaluating the various aspects of
identifled students. Meny of the items In the PPF are the samo as items
in the SEF, in order to gather equlvalent information on the same student
from a different point of view., It was hoped th. U the two evaluation forms
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togather might assist in knowing better those Students who were having
difficulties, and enable the development of a better plcture of the kind of
students who were belng assisted by the Pupil Personnel Teams. Further
discussion of the D,C, Schools will be found in Chapter 8, Part A4« A

copy of the form i{s attached in Appendix D.

3. Instrument for Identifying Potentlal School Dropouts (IDF)

The purnase of this form is to (ry to identifv those students
who had the greatest dropout potential and therefore the greatest need for
priority In attentlon by the Pupil Personnel Teams. The form, origlnally
used In Tebruary of 1966 s a means of concentrating the efforts of Title I
programs on potentlal dropouts, was agaln filled in for all students in
Title I schools during the 1967-68 sthool year. This form yvas the 1espon-
sibility of the principal of each school, In addicion to fllling in the
resnonses to the questions it contalned the principal was also asked to
indicate on the form whether he thought the student should be an "identified"
student, This was generally indicated by putting a "I" In the upper right
corner of the form,

An analysls of the use of this form will be found In Chapter 8,
Part A, and a copy of the yellaw and green verslons of the form are
attached in Appendix D,

4, Teacher Alde Questionndires

These questionnalires were filled in by teachers, teacher aldes,
and principals tn those schools which employed classroom instructional
aides: These questionnaires were anonymous in nature and were used as
part of a larger study of instructlonal aides in the District of Columbia
and the surrounding counties, under the sponsorship of the National Educa-
tion Association, Detalls of this study are reported in Chapter 8, Part B.

5. Standardized Tests

Standardized tests were given by the Pupil Personnel Services
Department in connection with the regular scheduled testing program. These
tests, while not administered specifically for the evaluaticon of the Title 1
programs, vere available for such use. The testing program durinz the
1967-68 school year included the following:

Grade 2 Aprii-May 1968 Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT)
Grade &4 March 1968 STEP - SCAT

Grade 6 March 1968 STEP - SCAT

Grade 8 January 1968 Differential Aptitude Test (DAT)
Grade 9 March 1968 ITEP - SCAT

Grade 11 March 1968 STEP - SCAT

O
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Basls for the Analysls

1. Master Analysis Tape

The primary analysis of Title I programs depends upon the data
placed In the Master Analvsis Flle, Brlefly, this computer tape consists
essertlally of Information from the teacher evaluations (Student Evaluation
Forms) in May 1967 as a pre-test; a separate set of teacher evaluatlons (SEF)
of the same students in May 1968 as a post-test; an indicator showing the
programs in which each student had participated both in the summer of 1967
and the regular schoul year; and certaln other information such as school,
grade, date of birth, and ldentifled student status. A more detalled
description of this computer tape as well as reports of the statistical
findings of the evaluation will be found in Chapter £ and Appendix A of
this -eport,

While there were close to 70,000 students in the Title I schools
in 1967-68, the matched records on which the analysis is based was approxi-
mately 25,000, The flgures below show the successive decrement in total
numbers:

Total Title I students - October 1967 69,858
Total, after subtracting parochlal school students 65,966
SEF's received - June 1568 59,500
1968 SEF's on the Master Analysie Tape - 51,760
1967 SEF's 49,927
Matched 1967 and 1968 SEF's 25,003

Ynere are several reasons for the low number of matched cases -
the matched sample accounts for only about 38% of the total number of cases
in the target schools. None of the students in the 18 schools added to the
target area In 1967-68 would have SEF's for 1967. In addition, no SEF's
were fllled out by vocational schools in 1967, The 16,000 students in the
new target schools, plus the 3,000 in the vocational schools, reduces the
nupber of matched cases possible. Another reason for iack of match was
that when the computer was programmed to find the number corresponding to
a student's name, date of birth, and sex from the data bank, it falled to
find many of them because of differences in the spelling of names, date of
birth, or in the sex indlcated, or even because of the omlssion of any one of
these. When no match was found a new number was assigned to this student.

This matched tape was used to obtaln the changes in the students
In the various Tlitle I programs as evaluated by classroom teachers, discussed
in Chapter 6 of this report.

2, statistical Analysls of 1968 Student Evaluation Forms

Many students had only one of the SEF's needed to obtaln a matched
case, SO were not Included in the Master Analysis Tape. In order to o.taln
an evaluation of the students on which only a 1968 SEF was avallable, the

O
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forms themselves were used to obtain distributions for varlous groups of
students, These are discussed in Chapters 6 and 8 and the tabulations are
Included In Appendix A of this report.

3. Statistlical Analysls of 1968 Pupll Personnel Services Teams
EvaJuation Forms

It was planned to analyze separately the information obtained
from the PPF as this body of data would be available for the study before
the Master Analysis Tane, Two types of analyses w2re obtained -- one to
determine as far as possible whether there were differences between the
types of students identified as potential dropouts, and the other to measure
the effects of the various types of Interventlon or treatment given by the
Teams. The responses to the questions were also used to describe the popu-
.atlon in the Teams' caseload.

These are reported in Chapter 8 and the tabulations are included
in Appendix B of this report.

Q. oth%s

In addition to the statlstical analysis, descriptive information
was obtained from the various forms used in the study, particularly the
remarks and write-in responses on the Student Evaluation Form and the Pupil
Personnel Teams Evaluatlon Form for specific programs, groups of chlldren,
grades, schools, and other aspects of the target area. This has been an
{mportant source of Information in describing the programs and Interpreting
the data.
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Chapter 3

THE TARGET AREA

A, Designation of Title I Schools

In school year 1966-67 there were 66 public schools and 11 non-public
schools in the District of Columbia designated as target-area schools to
recelve Title I funds. The basis upon which these schools were designated
was described in last year’s evaluatlion report.* This deslgnation depended,
primarily, upon the placing of the public elementary schools of the District
of Columbia in inverse rank order consldering the following polnts:

1. Median family income, based cn the 1960 census trect in which
the school was located, adjusted for the public housing fector¥¥

2. Median years of school completed by the adult population,
based on the 1960 census tract In which the school was located

3. STEP reading test scores, Grade & (March 1966)

4, Stanford Achlevement Test (SAT) reading test scores, Grade 6
(March 1966).

These factors were weighted** and a composite rank order obtained, with
the lowest achleving schools at the top of the list., The secondary schools
were chosen that had the greatest number of Title I elementary schools
feeding into them. It was lmpossible to riake a perfect match in all cases
since some of the Title I elementary Schools did not feed into Title I
secondary schools nor did all of the students feeding into Title I secondary
schools come from Title I elementary schools.

Because of the fact that several schools not orlginally chosen as
Title I schools served Inner-city populations of the same soclo-economic
level as many of the 1966-67 target schools, 18 more schools were added to

* "Evaluation of ESEA Title I Prcgrems for the District of Colvanbia, 1966
and 1967," Chapter 2, page 2-2.

*%  1bid,
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the Title I group (13 elementary, 4 junlor high, and 1 senlor high school)
during 1967-68. These tabulate as foilows:

Title I Schools

Type of School ) 19656-67 1967-68
Publlc elementary schools ' 49 62
Public junior high schools 9 13
Public senlor high schools 3 4
Public vocatlonal hlgh schools 5 . 5

66 84
Non-public schools (grades 1-8) 1t 1)

17 95

The names of the schools in this year's target area are shown in Table 3-1,
together with their enrollment as of October 1967 and the number of identified
students in each school, The table also shows those schools which were added
to the program during this schosl year. .

B, Identificatior. of Potentlal Dropouts

One of the primary means of concentrating the efforts of Title I programs
was through the concept of the "identified" student. This implied that the
fdentified student was a potential dropout, The original list of !dentified
students was made up in February 1966 and thls list was used until October 1967,
when students were again screened for potential dropouts for the period of thls
evaluation. During the interval, no formal consideration had been given to the
new students entering Title I schools (kindergarten and flrst grade) or trans-
ferring from other schools, The October 1967 screening also included the
students in the schools newly added to the Title I list.

It had been suggested by the evaluation team that a quota be assigned to
each school, based upon lts percentage of fdentified students during che pre-
vlous year and modified by the average or median income of the families served
by the schools. New schools added to the list would be given quotas based upon
those of similar schools on the Composite Rank Order List, For varlous reasons
this suggestion was not used, and princlpals deslgnated those students in tt '
schools that they thought needed remedlal programs. The form used for the
identiflcation of potentlal dropouts was revised before being distributed again
to the target-area schools, As before, there vere two different forms - a
yellow one for students in grades K through 3 and a green one for students iIn
grades &4 through 11. Thls was a slight change, as the previous yellow one had
been used for only those children in kindergarten through grade 2. As shown
in Table 3-1, a total of 26,.48 students in these 95 schools were ldentified.

(ne of the primary purposes of identlfying potential dropouts was to
supply the caseload for the Pupil Personnel Servlces Teams, Table 3-2 shows
the distribution of boys and girls by grade level In this caseload. These
data were obtained from the evaluaticn forms turned In by Lhe Pupil Personnel
ii—"lces Teams at the end of the 1967-68 school year,
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Table 3-1

TITLE I TARGET SCHOOLS ~-- 1967-68
ENRGLLMENT AND NUMBER OF IDENTIFIED STUDENTS

Enroll-

ment

Public Elementary

ALEON ssieirosnesasccensses
*Amldon seresesrossestscsree
Birne;

Blalr S0sssssscsres s

Blow Sesesnscesbossssonness
*Bowen ®0setsessitss st
Brent S0ssesrosssvtortscene
Bryan nl-u-lnuauud-nh;--n;-
Bi'-hanan seesesesonensesass
BUndy (M) ésocbeccbescenins
Burrvllle 60gr0ss 00 0ossetns
Cleveland (M) secss et s
COOR, J.F, fesssnnvesonenen
*Crummel & AnneX cvesennsnie
*Draper Secssssesesoresonrsoe
*Dre" [ N NN NN NN NN NN
Ecklngton ®ssresrevessenseon
Edmonds essstsessoveIereen,
Emery Sosssssstsssrt s
Garrlson (M) es000ss0sernes
Glddings titetereeseanenne e
GOding Vetetsesetessstsotne
Grimke (M) sesesetosroensene
Harrison (M) suieeessccnoes
Hayes Seeessssessscesssnee
*HOUStOﬂ 1etessssecensenrne
Keniluorth sesevestocecrnane
Lﬂngston ssessserserensrsne
*Leﬁox ®esesovosrresirrnanee
Lenox Annex ssecssccsenrccssces
Lewls Cerrnennesssostensess
Logan Tetnsessessesessettee
Lovejoy esitesesstatesennae
Ludlow serstecee s ser et
Madison seseetseesasssnsese
*Neyer (H) seettessetreren e
Miner Testieensessssenuteae
*Monroe (M) seesesceesseneee
Montgomery (M) tetesesseane
Morse (M) tecsesscnssdnsnne
*Mott “tisevscestrteesetense
Nlichols Avenue tesessretcree
Park View (M) esessesrten e
Perry ®sevecessvesvengenen
Q
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1,077
617
1,138
225
201
609
223
857
678
363
561
574
592
469
1,371
$94
265
266
673
1,062
475
973
705
669
211
903
965
279
443
101
71¢
782
622
203
278
1,234
962
623
620
224
765
743
979
372

3u

Iden-
tifled

250
222
733
83
42
238
72
338
352
347
340
428
52
259
184
1nit
121
172
292
320
262
153
232
254
68
367
381
66
205
98
175
423
342
59
128
749
728
336
388
227
234
230
214
252

Enroll-
ment

Plerce eesecsscrossorsvoncns
*RIChardson sevveeseesssses
Seaton sierececeossssssses
*Shadd Prescsseseisossrcesey
SImmons siseessoesecccione
Slater ll.;.;lllllllilllll
Smothers cececsenseencinse
Syphax esesstrsesesIvsen
Taylor l;ll-lnnloln-illllo
Thomas seesrisssecsiescens
ThOmMSON sesersssseasssares
*TUFNEY seesecovassssesasss
Tyler Cet0esssactetostnoete
Van NeSS seesrososrcensocs
Walker-Jones .eiesssvesssse
WatkIng seesscscescsscenns
Vheatley ssserssecetron e
WIlson, JO, sesersssssess

264
1,041
327
866
676
225
634
788
261
972
561
926
793
893
687
1,302
899

879

Iden~
tified

94

99
105
166
618

65
135
205

87
457
184
552
130
630
273
203
174
207

————

TOTAL (ELEMENTARY) .¢.....40,655 16,001

Public Junijor High

Benneker (M) esesenntenstee
*DOUSIBSS teeteotaratetnnroces
E'i-‘lt Cecepensentsesntesse e
“EVANS essesstsecevsccessnns
Garnet-"atterson (M) seese
HINEG evevenssscnneesnassnes
Langley R R RN NN
*Hiller et esessssres e
Randall ceeeeosrerescncscse
*Roper veeesssrsctecrt o nd
Shaw (M) sevrrssstersse e
StUBTIL seessnvrcrsconarntnis

851
1,267
1,252
910
807
1,062
1,182
1,111
998
1,361
1,285
923

477
683
622
643
423
369
435
4817
236
644
801
492

Terrell ecvieeecetaesnanunae 11035 529
TOTAL (JUNIOR HIGH) +ve1ee.14,004 6,828

*Sclionls added to Title T In 1967-68
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Table 3-1 (Continuved)

Enroll- Iden- Enroll- Iden-

ment  tified ment tified
Public Senior High Parochial
Catdozo (M) ess030000800808e 1’688 426 Holy Comfﬂrtet ae0s000 000 557 73
Dunbar 2000000000000 tone 1’355 127 Holy Name eseesossssssssas 502 36
Eastern seeeenesvsinsssnssce 2’539 563 Holy Redeemer sosssssssnns 305 62

*SPINGATN coevssencnsssaonss 1,721 281 Immaculate
Conceptlon se0sssssssnse 89 26

TOTAL (SENIOR HIGH) s00000 2 7,303 1,397 Cur Lady of :
oo ’ Pcrpetual Help [N NN NN NN 400 176

: Sacred Heart cecesvcccscase 312 26
Public Vocational St. Benedict cescoscsssnnse 343 83
Ste Martin®s seeesecessnse 380 214

Bell s0000ssssssevntorenas 453 20 St. Paul and
Burdick seseessrsncacsssses 540 125 St. Augustine ,.e00e0000 354 94
Chamb(:l‘laln ssacsassscessas - 354 8 Ste Poters sesecessossarer 303 97

Phelps l.;ll.l.'.llll.ll..l 753 143 St. Theresa seessvrorescrsee 347 _§§
Martha Washlngton soenssscee 599 _gg

. TOTAL (PAROCHTAL) senvesss 3,892 ys5
TOTAL (VOCATIONAL) ..eenves 2,899 332

Special

STAY Program AR NN RN YNNI 950 950

Webster School GRAID TO: AL 69,858 26,648
for Girls “seevessssnenas 155 155

TOTAL (SPECIAL) sesvssesaae 1,105 1,105

*Schools added to Title I {n 1967-68
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Table 3-2

DISTRIBUTION OF IDENTIFIED BOYS AlID GIRLS BY GRADE LEVEL

Boys Girls Total

Grade N & N % N =
11 138 2.0 151 3.0 289 2.4
10 183 2.1 212 4,2 395 3.3
9 285 4,2 250 4.9 535 4,5

8 403 5.9 381 745 784 6.6

7 362 5.3 340 6.7 702 5.9

6 867 14.2 696 13.8 1663 14.0

5 973 14.3 671 13.2 1644 13.8

4 943 13.8 593 11.6 1536 12.9

3 846 12,4 575 11.3 1421  11.9

2 798 11.7 571 11,2 1369 11.5

1 923 13.5 €48 _12.6 1574 _13.2
Total 6824 100.0 5088 100.0 11,909 100.0
Combined 57.3 42,7 100.0

It will be noted that Table 3-Z shows a total ¢f only approximately
12,000 out of a total of 26,648 identifled students in the target area.
This is due to several reasons. In the first place, many students did not
stay in the schools in which they were evaluated but moved to other areas.
it was also found that some of the identified students really did not need
assistance even though they had been identified by thelr princlpal. The
12,000 boys and glrls probably constituted a reasonable work load for the
Pupil Personnel Services Teams at thelr cascload level during the 1967-68
school year,

A further description of the snalysls of these data obtained from the

Pupil Persornel Services Teams i1s centained In Chapter 8 entitled "Special
Ltudles.”

3-5




Chapter 4

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

This chapter contains brief descriptions of the various Title I programs
conducted during the regular school year of 1967-68 and financed under the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 as amendeds These descriptions
are included in this report so that finterested persons may obtain a general
fdea of the nature of the programs. For more detailed information, the final
reporte from the project directors to their respective coordinators should be
consulted. The descriptions which follow were obtained from the proposal sub-
mitted to the Board of Educatlon of the District of Columbia in the request
for funds, from observation of the programs, and from conferenzes and inter-
views with the program coordinators, adminlstrators and with the staf{ i thu
Associate Superintendent for the Division of long Range Planning, Innovation,
and Research of the D.C. Public Schools.

The flgures shown for the csst of the programs are budgeted amounts and
do not reflect expended amounts, which were not avallable at the time this
report was written. Many programs could nct function without support from
th% operating funds of the D.C. Schools and in some cases without financial
assistance from other sources such as private founda-ions and institutions.
Other programs depend greatly upon voluntary participation of private
individuals with or without partial reimbursement for their expenses. To
attempt to separate or account for these contributions would be extremely
difficuit. However, these contributions to the success of the programs
should be acknowledgeds It should also be noted that the figures given for
enrollment in the programs are the best estimates avallable of the number of
students affected by tl. programs and therefore differ somewhat from the
number of students who successfully completed a p-rticular progran,

Every effort was made to keep to a minimum the clerical load on operating
school personnel In obtalning the data needed to evaluate these Title I pro-
grams, A strict accounting of attendance and membership in Title I programs
was not requested where it was even remotely possible to obtain this sort of
information by other means. One example was in the evaluation of Teacher
Alde Programs -~ records could have been kept of :he number of hours the alde
worked with each student, but because of the clerical work involved, depend-
ence was placed upon the item in the Student Evaluation Form where the teacher
indicated how much time each individual student spent on the average with a
teacher alde in the room. Data were abstracted from thls item to determine
tie efiect of the presence of teacher aldes on student ciassrerm pcrfo nez.

Evaluatlions of these programs will be found in subsequent chapters,

ERIC 35
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#1241

PRESCHOOL CHILDREN-PARENT ORIENTATION
(Saturday Morning Program)

DESCRIFTION AND OBJECTIVES

The purpose of this program was to instill a posltive attitude toward
scheol in preschrol children. The program was based on the ticory that once
a positlve attltude toward school has been developed, the child's cliances of
completing his education sre greatly increased. The Preschool Children~-Parent
Orientation Program was concucted on Saturday mornings for twenty weeks, In
order to attend, the chlld had to be accompanied by one or both parents. Par-
ental participarion was compulsory because it was felt to be a vital element
in the fostering of a positlve school attitude in the children, at an age when
their cttitudes ere for the most part foxmed by the adult members of their
family.

Tha parents were acquainted in detail with school activities, and were
taught varlous arts and crafts projects for their children, as well a3 methods
of working a~d plaring with them. Psychologlsts and educetion specialists
spoke to the parents about child development, and movies dealing with child

rearing and educatlon were shown. The children sang songs, pa'"'~« ">re read
to, saw movies, had free play periods, and participated in a »f other
activities. Time was allotted for parents and children vo wurk t. ke

part in activities together. Also, parents, childien, ard te:c’ ok trips
together to such places as the zoo, the alrport, Storybook 1. : .2 Natural
History Museum, the Navy Yard, Enchanted Forest, t%e Pentagon, - 1 Arlington

Mational Cemetery. Walking tours of the community were taken. l...luding
visits to the police statlon, the firehouse, and other communitv orsanizations;

buses were provided for transportatlion when the distance was to ¢ 1o walke.
On o number of speclal occasions a few of the Saturday Morni' «c1l. .ccs com-
bined for an activity such as an Eester egg roll at Rock Craek ., and a

party at the end of the year.
The objectlives of the program were:

1. To provide a positive initial school experience for »rerschool
children

2. To Involve the parents in the school program, t ‘Ate a more
aducation-oriented home atmosphere for the students

3. To educate the parents in child development an wvaring.

STAFF

The staff consisted of 1 director, 68 teachers, 34 tea. y and
10 volunteers.,

ERIC 34
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#241 Preschool Children-Parent Orientation
Continued

PARTICIPANIS

Four hundred fifty children, and thelr parents, participated in the
program. The participants came from the nelghborhoods of the elementary
schools in which the programs were conducted: Alton, Birney, Bryan, Zcking-
ton, Emery, Goding, Houston, Kenilwortisi, Lewis, Mott, Miner, Syphax, Thomas,
Tyler, Watkins, and J. O, Wilson,

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

Budget allotment: $55,523
Cost per pupil: $123

El{l\C 3u
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#2642, #2645, #248
#263, 324, #325

T IACHER AIDES

#242 Reading, Mathemstlicc, and Classroom Assistance
#245 Teacher Assistant Training Program

#248 Teacher Aldes

#263 Teacher Aldes and Teacher Assistants

#324 Speclal Aldes, "Model"™ Model Schools

#325 Teacher Aldes and Assistants, MSD

There were six Teacher Alde programs in the District of Columblia Title I
schools in 1967-68, The general purpose of all Teacher Aide Programs was to
relleve tChe teacher of a portion of her duties so that she could spend more
time worklng with the students in ieor class. Although each of the six pro-
grams was concelved to serve this general purpose, slight variatlons existed
arong them. They wili therefore be described individually belou:

Flementary School Teacher Alde Programs

Reading, Mathematics, and Classroom Assistance

The main objective of thils program was to provide remedial help in
reading and mathematics to those student:s who needed it. It was felt that
this help could be given the children by t'w teacher, If she had a teacher
alde ©o perform some of her non-teaching dut:ies, Fifty teaclier aldes were
hired for this program, for the following Title I elementary schools: Aiton,
Blalr, Bryan, Burrville, Draper, Drew, Eckington, Edmonds, Godlng, layes,
Kenilworth, Lenox Annex, Ludlow, Miner, Mott, Nichols Avenue, Perry, Thomas,
Thomson, Tyler, Walker-Jones, and J. 0. Wilson,

Budget allotment: $274,929

Cost per pupil: 519 "

Teacher Assistant Training Program

This program was deslgned to frovide teacher aldes with training
while on the job. 7The aides were glven instruction in job skills mainly of
« clerical nature, so that they could becoms more proficlent Iin relleving the
teacher of her non-teaching duties. The 70 teacher aldes hired under this
program were divided smong the following Title I elementary schools: 8low,
Brent, Bryan, Burrvlille, Edmonds, Emery, Giddings, Hayes, Lenox, Logan, Love-
joy, Madison, Miner, Plerce, Seaton, Slater, Taylor, and Themsen.

Budget allotment: $291,05C
Cost per pupil: $36

Q 30
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#242, #245, 4248, #263, #324, #325
Teacher Aides
Contlinued

Teacher Afdes (Elementary)

This was a general teacher aide program involving all the Title I
elenientary schocls, The aides were hired mainly tc perform non-clericuai
duties, such as record keeping, attendance taking, moncy collection, lunchroom
and playground patrolling, etc. They also helped in the initiation of new
programs conducted in the schools. »Most of the teacher aldes were elther
parents of children attending the schuol or members of the community. Thus,

indirectly, che program also provided for parental and comnunity Involvement
In school activities.

Budget allotment: $458,853
Cost per pupil: $135

Secendary School Teacher alde Program

Teacher Aldes and Teacher Assistants

This program was a general teacher alde service for all Title I
secondary schools, Flrty-five 65-4 and G5-2 teacher aldes and &ssistants
were provided to perform general non-teaching functions in the schools.

Budget allotment: $227,711
Cost per pupil: $14

Model Seiool Teacher Alde Program

Special Aldes, "Model' Mode! Schoals

The te.cher afdes in this progran were for the niost part trati. ' in
a specific skill so that, rather than working as general classroom aides, they
worked as overall school aldes, performing such functions «s assisting in ~he
library, assisting counselors and guidance pergannel, end asslsting in the
office., Thils program took place at Harrison, Garrison, Montgomery, and Morse
schools.

Budget allotment: $49,890
Cost per pupil: $19

Teachor Aldes and Asslstants

The Model School Division Teacher Alde Program (7TAP) wac flrst
Inftiated in 1965, A great deal of study and effort has been glyv»n this pro-
gram over the years, for the purpose of lmproving and enhinclng the rol:
pilayed by the teacher aide in tiie school.

ERIC g
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#2462, #245, {248, #263, #324, #325
Teacher Aldes
Continued

This program included:

1. A teacher aide tralning program, given before the start of
the school year

2, Practlcal =xperlence on a work-study basls
3., In-service tralning and workshops
4., Job-counselling follow-up
The program provided 70 teacher aldes who were asslgned throughout

all Title I schools in the Model School Division,

Budget allotment: $370,1338
Cost per pupll: $33
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#243

EMOTTONALLY DISTURBED CHILDREN
{Episcopal Center)

DEECRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

—_—

Tne Emotionally Disturbed Children Program is a demonstratlon and research
project for primary school children. The focus of the project is on a thera-
peutic school and activily program for emotionally disturbed children in order
to enable them to re-enter regular school. Also, procedures were developed for
use In the regular school system for handling these children. It is a day
school program conducted at the Episcopal Center foxr Children.

Thirty-seven boys with identified emotional problems were selected from
schools located In Title I areas of the city for participation in this program.
For each one, a control child was sele:red and matched on the basis of age,
intelligence, achievement, socio-economic factors, and type or severity of
disturbance, The control children were left In the regular school and were to
receive no special treatment, Thelr records were checked continuously for
change.

The boys in the special program were placed In small classes with four or
five students to a teacher., Each boy was glven work at his level and glven
only as much as he could handle uithout becoming upset at fallure. Counselors
(many of them male graduate college students) worked closely with the class-
room veacher, If for any reason a student became disruptive in class, he was
taken out of the room by a counselor, who talked and worked with him unti}
the boy was sufflclently calm to return to class. At first, class pericds were
quite short and then were increased in length as the boys developed longer
attention spans and better self-discipline,

Many actlvities were provided for the boys to augment iheir classrc¢.a
experiences., Thero was on attractive litrary available to them from which
they were encouraged to borrow books to take home. A music teacher taught
them folk songs, rhythm, and dances. There was a workshop avallable for
crafts, The grounds of the Center were open to the boys and the play areas
were extensive. Relationships between the boys and the counselors were
strengtheaned ¢n the playground; contact with men as well as other boys was a
basic pert of the program,

Most parents were involved in sesslions of varlous types, sometimes group
centered, sometimes purely soclal, The ratlonale for the parent involvement
was that the abliity of these students to function properly depended greatly
on the atmosphere of the home. By involving the parents in the activities and
by having parent-directed therapy, the staff felt that the boys would have a
better chance of maintaining enotional statility. It was felt that by better
understanding the chlld in the school, the parents would also better nunderstand
his brothers and sistcers,

O
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#243 Emotionally Disturbed
Continued

There were five primary.objectives whi:h the staff of this project
hoped would be accompliched:

i. Experinentation with imaginative teaching methods for
resistant hostile children

2. Experimentation with flexible grouping methods thut are
suicable for public school situations

3., Experimentation with methods of working with families of
such children and the effectiveness of such work on the child

4. Emphasis on the importance of early awareness of emotional
problems in children

5. Developing an ongoing program for personnel who work s'ith
erotionally disturbed children

This 1s the second year of the demonstration project. Early
evaluation has indicated that this progra: l:as been successful for early
elementary children who are seriously maladjusted,

The design of this project is such that, at a future time, this type
of program could be totally integrated into the public schools.

STAFF

The program was directed by the principal of Sharpe Health School and
the director of the Episcopal Center for Cihildren. The Center itself has
had a resident program for emctionally disturbed boys, and has been
providing in-service training for workers with emotionally distuibed
children. In addition to the two directors, there were four teachers,
four counselors, two social workers, and one clinical psychologist, All
the teachers were women and were selected primarily for their ability to
work with this type of children. All the counselors were men snd were
selected for the same reason. All elght of them had had training and
experience in education,

The evaluation of the entire program in detall is under the super-
vision of Dr, Richard Kolm, Research Director, Department nf Soclial Work,
The Catholic University,

PARTICIPANES

There were 37 boys from the primary grades enrolled in the program.
Each boy had shown definite signs of mental or emotional disturbance.
Students with any evidence of primary mental retardation or psychosis
were not selected. Fo. each of the 37 boys in the Center (experimental
group), tiere were 37 in regular schools {control group).

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

—

Budget allotment: $116,164
Cost per pupil! $3140

ERIC au
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#2644

EXPANSION OF LANGUAGE ARTS PROGRAM

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

The purpose of the Language Arts Program was to teach standard English
and other communication skills to inner-city children. These children
tend to speak an urban dlialect which devlates from the standard norm.
The expansion of the program added seven schools to those already partici-
pating in the lLanguage Arts Program which besgan in 1964,

The program included children from kindergarten through grade three,
Specially trained language Arts teachers came into tite classrooms and
worked with the children in order to develop thelr oral and written
language facility. Methods such as story telling, role playinz, and
tape recording of volces were used,

Objectives of the program vere:

1. To develop a Language Arts program that would meet the
specific needs of the children.

2., To create an environment conducive to the learning and
retention of standard English.

3. To foster a feeling of interest and involvement on the part
of the parents as well as the children concerning the language arts and
thelr importance.

4, To make the improvement of Language Arts skills an ongoing
process whlch would be continuously growing and expanding.

5. To develop effectlive teaching techniques and a new curriculum
geared to the needs of these children.

STAFF

The staff consisted of elght speclally trained Langﬁage Arts teachers,
one for each of the schools in the program.

PARTICIPANTS

There were 4311 elementary school children from Amidon, Bowen, Logan,
Syphax, Watkins, Wheatley, and J.0. Wilson, renging from kindergarten
through the third grade, who participated in this program.

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

Budget allotmznt: $52,722
Cost per pupil: $15

ERIC 41

Pz | 4.9



[E

#246

FOOD SERVICES

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

The Food Services Program provided breakfast, consisting of fruit
julce, mllk, and cereal, to students in Title I schools who were not
getting adequate breakfasts at home., The maln objective of this program
was to furnish the chlldren with the proper nutrition to enable maximum
functloning of body and mind.

This program differed from the Breakfast Program (#247) In that It
provided breakfast to any Title I students who qualifled for free lunch,
whereas the Breakfast Program included a physlcal education period and a
shower &s well as a nutritlous breakfast for selected students.

STAFF

The staff consisted of one Program Specialist, one Assistant Food

Coordinator, and 45 part-time helpers.
PALTICIPANTS
All Title I elementary school studsnts who qualified for free lu-ch

vwere included In the Food Services Program.

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL:

Budget allotment: $278,438
Cost per pupil: $21

O
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247

BREAKFAST PROGRAM

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

The Breukfast Program was desligned to prevent dropouts by providing
an early morning physical educatlon program and a good breakfast to
students who had displayed a lack of interest In school, poor performance,
and poor attendance., It was hoped thls program would serve to change the
image of school, and encourage rather than force these young people to
attend regularly and pursue their school work seriously.

The original project was conducted at Perry and Bundy Elementary
Schools, 1Its initial success led to its being extended to other schools
throughout the city. In 1967-68, students from flfteen elementary schools
attended the program at four centers: Ellot, Randall, Stuart, and
Terrell Junlor High Schools. FEach of these junlor high schools also had a
group in this program. Girls participated in the program only at Stuart
Junlor High School. Students vame to the center nearest their home. The
program started each day at 6:45 a.m.

The coordinators of the program were staff members of the Physical
Education Department. The emphasls was on physical fitness, not record
breaking, with such diversified activities as tumdling, weight lifting,
and basketball. The group was divided into four sections, with each
group spending about ten minutes at a glven activity.

At the end of the physical workout, students had a supervised shower
period, with attention glven to the importance of daily bathing and
cleanliness, Then came brealfast, which many of these students dld not
usually recelive at home, after which the students were escorted back to
their schools,

STAFF

In addition to a supervising director, the staff conslsted of 24
teachers and 24 teacher aldes.,

PARTICIPANTS

There were 961 students who participated in the program from the
following schools: Blow, Bundy, Glbbs, Giddings, Goding, Lennox Annex,
Logan, Lovejoy, Miner, Payne, Perry, Simmons, Syphax, Van Ness, Walker-
Jones, Eliot JHS, Randall JHS, Stuart JHS, and Terrell JHS. Generally,
the selection of the partliclpants was under the control of the principal
ol the participating schcol and consisted of the students in his schoui
vho were called to his attention through the teachers, Pupll Personnel
Teams or soclal workers, as the ones whose performance in school would be
improved by this program.

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

Budget allotment: $243,245
Qo ‘st per pupil: $253 4.,
ERIC Y
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#2649

SATURDAY MUSIC PROGRAM

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

The Saturday Music Program was organlzed as a resulc of the Summer Music
CaLp which was conducted in 1966 for 100 boys and girls fron eicmentary
schools in the District of Columbla. These children lived for six weeks in
a resident camp In the Washington area. The program offered each student
indlvidual and concentrated instruction in music, as well as camp activitles,
Student and parent reaction to this music camp program .as so enthusiastic
that Saturday classes in musical Instruction were organized for the school
year 1966-67 and continued in 1967-68.

The musical part of the camp program had been staffed by instructors
from the Catholic University School of Musfc. Catholic University staff
also conducted the Saturday classes.

In 1967-68, 126 children attended Saturday classes for 30 weeks at the
Cathollc University, This was a voluntary program and children with interest
and muslical aptitude were reconmmended by principals, teachers, and counselors,
Most of the Instruction was conducted in group classes. Instructors worked
separately with the string section and the wind section ard then the group
played together as an orchestra. The group also gave several concerts during
the year,

STAFF

The staff, with the exception of two music teachers from the District of
Columbla, were finstructors from the Music Department of the Cathollc Unlversity.

PARTICIPANTS

One hundred twenty-six 5th. snd 4th-grade children particlpated In the
Saturday Muslc Program. Chlldren attended from the following schools: Birney,
Bundy, Burrville, Garrison, Goding, Grimke, Kenilworth, Logan, Lovejoy, Miner,
Park View, Perry, Seaton, Thomson, Tyler, and J. O, Wilson.

BUDCET AND COST PER PUPIL

Budget allotment: $23,500
Cost por pupil: $127

Q 4 ‘;
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#261

WEBSTER GIRLS' SCHOOL

- DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

The Webster Girls* Junior-Senior High School offers to school-age pregnant
girls a program of coordinated educational, health, ard social welfare services.
The school attempts to reduce the number of dropouts due to pregnancy and to
produce attitudinal and behavioral changes which will reduce the incidence of
recidivism, .

Webster School, one of a few of its kind in the United States, began as
an exper'mental program in the fall of 1963, financed by a grant from the
Children's Bureau of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare., This
grant expired in 1966, and the program was then funded under Title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, Girls attend this school from
the time they are required to leave the regular school until at least six
weeks following delivery of the child -- & period of four to six months. The
number of girls admitted to the school is limlted by the amount of funds,
staff, and space available.

The primary objectives of this program are:

) 1, To halp the girls keep up in the required school curriculum
while awaiting the birth of the child ‘

2, To provide visiting teachers for home Instruction when the
girls cannot attend school because of illness

3. To provide prenatal care and instruction
4. To provide psychological help when necessary
5. To provide social service help to the girls and their parents.

In 1967-68, academic classes ranged in size from three to thirty students.
Most of them took four major subjects in the areas of English, business edu-
cation, home economics, mathematics, sclor :e, the soclal sclences, and Spanish.
Sessions were ¢onducted in "family 1iving", designed to orient the students
in the ways of families, past and present, and to point out some values of
family solidarity,

The one visiting teachar assigned to the Webster School was able to
maintain a caseload of only nine students at one time. A few senlor girls
were assigned to other visiting instructors from the Urban Service Corps or
Sharpe Hoalth when possible, A total of 52 Webster girls recelved home in-
structlon during the year,

The services of a guldance counselor wvere added to the program in 1967-68
in order to facllitate and promote continulty in the students' developmental
process, The girla are shown how many of tlcir personal, soclal. educational,
and vocatlional goals can be attained despite unexpected setbacks.
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#261 Webster Girls*' School
Continued

The schoul nurse was assisted in her duties of Interviewing, counseling,
and teaching by a public health nurse, who was assigned half-time to Webster
School. Students were interviewed by the school nurse on:admission to ‘Webster.,
A health record was then opened for each girl and screening was done, Compli-
catlons and defects were referred to the appropriate clinics. Students who had
not been attending public health clinics were sent to the Gales Maternity Clinic
where a doctor and publlic health nurse participated In the weekly clinic for
flebster girls. Birth control and family planning were discussed at the clinic
and a program for parents was presented in one of the series of evening meetings.
A movie, "Nine Months to Cet Ready,'" was shown and followed up with a question-
and-answer period. Two Health Department nutritionists were assigned to Webster
for a full day of teaching and consultations, '

It was the .opinion of the social worker that new ways must be found to
actively involve the parents in the rehabllitative process of the girls. It
was found that many girls appeared to have very unsatlsfactory home situations
and lacked comuunication with thelr parents.

In an informal preference survey, the Webster School was ranked as "first
priority" of Title I programs by 85% of th: school personnel contacied and by
677 of the community people contacted. The program wis selected as one of X
outstanding ESEA Title I programs for 